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Korea: “It’s not the heat, it’s the hypocrisy” — is a current “gag” which serves to express disgust both 
with the weather and attempts to morally justify the settlement in Korea. It also mars the natural hap- 
piness that springs from promise of an early end to the futile blood-letting. 


But few leaders on the Hill privately deny that the settlement represents a defeat, perhaps the first 
real frustrating defeat in American history. It is hard to conceal shame over the surrender of the POW’s 
to what is obviously a Soviet-dominated commission. While are various assurances that we will 
not sell out our Chinese Nationalist allies, there is little confi sae that this will not occur. 
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Politicos now show caution about the effect of the tru 


past few days various announcements have modified the picta 
be conscripted, a big army must still be kept in Korea, etc. A ow appears that termination of 
hostilities will save only about a billion dollars this year and that amount may be spent on reconstruc- 
tion in Korea. Indeed, there are limits to the fruits of the truce. 


Those who have long wanted to “get out” of Korea and bring the boys home are deeply troubled by 
two aspects of the settlement: 


1. It’s still a UN truce and will probably be a UN peace. The desire of men like Taft is to keep 
us free from costly and dangerous entanglements arising from UN membership. What looms is an 
expensive Korean “rehabilitation” program and perhaps a vast Point IV spending spree in the whole 
Far East. 


2. The Administration has not yet, but should ere long recognize the reality of the defeat and 
investigate the reasons thereof so that we can in the future avoid a repetition. Congressional commit- 
tees might well probe such matters, calling Generals MacArthur, Van Fleet and Ridgway to explain why 
teal victory was not achieved — victory, for which (as MacArthur said) there is no substitute. 


Not Merely Gossip: Governor Dewey’s influence over the GOP apparently stops at New York’s state 
borders, judging by an incident in Washington last week: The New York GOP Congressional delegation, 
mumbering 45; gave a dinner to the’ new National Republican Chairman, Judge Leonard Hall, himself 
from the Empire State. Tongues wagged about the seating, at the speaker’s table, of former Congress- 
man Hamilton Fish, who long represented an upstate New York District. “Ham” is noted, among other 
things, for his long and envenomed and very public feud with Governor Dewey. He has bucked the 
Governor and his machine often. Observers — contemplating this dinner scene — wondered if the for- 
mer Congressman is slated for a federal appointment. If so, it would be at the suggestion of National 
Chairman Len Hall. And would not this be a sign that Hall is ready to defy Dewey on patronage? 


@ Len Hall received some much-needed encouragement on that thorny subject of patronage. The 
GOP organization has been rather sad about the small number of jobs they have been able to wangle 
since the Party took over power in January. Jim Farley, old Democratic chieftain and-job-dispenser un- 
der F.D.R., dropped in last week to pay a visit to Len Hall, and told the Republican leader not to be 
discouraged about the jobs. Such trouble, he assured Hall, also marked the transition period in 1933, 
when the Democrats, after twelve years out of office, came back to Washington. Jim said that he was 
not able to get the job machine going satisfactorily before the end of 1933. 
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Generally, Hall is taking hold of party affairs very well, in the opinion of many in the Capital. He 
is supremely good at understanding the grass-roots point of view. From inside the National Committe 
comes the news that Hall is a great and (at least privately) unqualified admirer of Senator Joseph Mc. 
Carthy, for the job the Wisconsin man is doing. 


@ That one-vote Republican majority which gives the GOP control of the Senate may well be in. 
creased ere long. So runs the talk in the cloakrooms and it’s not considered Republican wishful think. 
ing. Contests of elections have rarely been successful, but the case of the senior Senate seat from New 
Mexico is looked upon hopefully by the Republicans. It is believed that Democratic Senator Denis 
Chavez will be deprived of his seat as a result of a probe of his election victory of last November. [t 
is well known that corruption and ballot-fixing have long been a prominent feature of New Mexico poli. 
tics — to a degree not seen in other states. But this year the Republican Congress and the GOP Gov. 
ernor of New Mexico show signs of doing something about the situation. Whether General Pat Hurley, 
GOP candidate last November for Chavez’ seat, will be declared the real victor, or whether the election 
will simply be designated as invalid, with a new election ordered — is not known. Anyway, Senate Re. 
publican leadership — nervous over the slim margin — now seems much more confident. 


The Perfect War Plan: The new plan for reorganization of the Pentagon General Staff and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff has drawn a lot of fire, and not merely from pacifists. Some members of Congress have 


condemned it as creating a replica of the German General Staff, with wide powers to regiment and cen- 
tralize the whole civilian economy. 


One Congressman who recently visited Germany says that the epithet “German General Staff” is 
by no means exaggerated. For he had an interview with General Heinz Guderian, Hitler’s former tank 
expert. Guderian apparently had given American military men some help and advice in their efforts 
to lay out an American version of the German plans, and endorsed the plan now being offered to Congress. 


“But”, protested the American Congressman, “if the German plan was so good — as you say — 
how did it happen that you lost the last two wars?” Guderian replied, with a melancholy air, by 
recalling that both Kaiser Wilhelm and Adolph Hitler thought they were the best generals: “You see, 
the plan had but one fatal defect. In neither war did it have as head of state a real general. That is 
why it failed. But, now the U.S. has remedied that defect.” 


UN and Free Enterprise: The United Nations is a threat to private enterprise. This aspect of the 


international organization has been brought to public view by Robert S. Byfield in a speech delivered on 
May 19, to the Illinois United Nations Seminar for Community Leaders. 


Byfield, who is UN representative of the New York Stock Exchange, cites two recent examples which 
should put the business community on guard. 


The United States, Byfield remembers, was voted down 31 to 1, in Committee last December, on 
motion of approval to validate the right of any country io nationalize its industries. The U.S. cast 
the lone negative vote. Byfield commented: “The joker in the resolution was the failure to mention 


the need for compensating those foreign investors who had staked their capital and risked their savings 
in the seized industries.” 


The other example was the adoption by the General Assembly, by vote of 35 to 15, of a resolution 
looking towards an international scheme for the support of raw material prices. The U.S. voted “no” 
along with the United Kingdom, the Dominions, France, the Scandinavian countries and a few others. The 


Soviet bloc abstained. The resolution recommended a plan which involved restrictive, socialist concepts 
in international trade. 

















































|. He On the basis of the above and other observations, Byfield summed up his experiences in UN, as fol- 
mittee lows: “I feel that in the social, economic and financial fields on every front in the United Nations and 
h Me. elsewhere, the line-up is Marxism-Lennism versus Wall Street.” And he explains that the words “Wall 
Street” have a broader meaning than usually understood. ‘In the hate campaign of the propagandists, 
Wall Street is a symbol of a free economy, of private property, of a competitive system, of a voluntary 





be in. society. In that sense, we are all ‘in Wall Street’, whether we are bankers or brokers with business offices 
think. in lower Manhattan, and whether we work for an industrial corporation in Detroit, raise cattle in Texas, 
1 New drive a locomotive for the Southern Railway, sell newspapers in Seattle, or own a drugstore in Buffalo. 
Denis We are ‘in Wall Street’ if we produce commodities, or perform services in a free market.” 
rT 
dig Good Big Taxes: Some time ago, the directors of the National Association of Manufacturers voted 
7 Gov. opposition to an extension of the Excess Profits Tax law which expires on the last day of this month. 
urley, Therefore, the spokesmen for the organization this week came before the House Ways and Means Com- 
<— mittee to argue against extension. 
te Re. 
However, it was reported that a recent telegraphic poll of these 164 directors showed that nearly two- 
thirds had changed their minds. Nothing could be done about revising the organization’s policy, since 
Join the rule requires a two-thirds vote. But the change in sentiment deserves some examination. 
7 In 
s have Why did these big businessmen change their minds? If they were asked, they would undoubtedly 
d cen- reply in the words provided by the Administration: that defense requirements will not permit a reduction 
of taxes at this time. They are patriots. Admitting that, one wonders whether fear of upsetting the econ- 
omy built on high taxes is not a contributory factor. It is a characteristic of the human being to make 
ff” is a comfortable adjustment to any condition imposed on him by the government, even though at first 
— he may find that condition repulsive; having made that adjustment, he hates to have it disturbed. 
ettorts 
gress, In the present instance, the E.P.T. has furnished the government with funds to spend on orders, and 
even though the dropping of this tax would provide the corporations with spending money, the shift 
ay — might prove disturbing to those who have been working for the government, or whose customers are in 
ir, by that position. There is always the danger of not being able to make good with a number of small custo- 
yu see, mers, after you have been accustomed to servicing a big customer of unquestioned credit standing. You 
‘hat is may not be up to competitive conditions. 
This is not to say that these N.A.M. directors are similarly motivated in their advocacy of a continu- 
ation of E.P.T. But, it is a notorious fact that Big Business has never put up a fight against Big Taxes, 
a7 as a policy, although they may fight to save a few dollars on an individual basis. 
red on 
@ 
which Die Geheime Front, by Walter Hagen. Nibelungen Verlag, Linz & Vienna. Reviewed by F. A. 
Voigt. 
er, oD Great Britain and, later on, the United States, financed, armed and aided the European “resistance” 
ge on the assumption that it would accelerate the defeat of Germany. 
maneter But in central and southeastern Europe and, to a large extent in France and Italy, the “resistance” 
ayy was transformed into a revolutionary movement which subordinated the fight against the Germans to the 
fight for world revolution. 
olution Thanks to the belief that Russia had undergone a “change of heart” (then as now), to the cumula- 
1 “no” tive effect of skillfully directed and avidly accepted misinformation about the “resistance” itself, and 
s. The to persistent ambiguity with regard to the meaning of the word “democratic”, the western world helped 
yncepts to intensify those revolutionary civil wars which merged into the world-wide Cold War even before ‘Ger- 


many had been defeated. Great Britain and the United States thereby advanced and consolidated the 













power of Russia in Europe and enabled her to gain that security in the West which she needs for ex- 
pansion in the Far and Middle East. 


Walter Hagen was a member of the German Secret Service, which was extremely well-informed 
about the “resistance” everywhere, much better in fact, than the British and American Governments. 
There are inaccuracies in his book; they are the result of conjecture on matters outside the field of his 
own observation and have little importance. But when he writes from knowledge — and his knowledge 
is deep, varied and critical — he makes a contribution to the history of the “resistance” which compels 
us to see it in a new light, in fact, as the first chapter in the history of the Cold War. 


The Polish “resistance” was exceptional. According to Hagen, only one in every five of its mem- 
bers was a Communist. Its leadership remained unswervingly loyalist to the end. That is the reason 
why Russia destroyed it. According to Hagen, the Germans held the front along the Vistula so weakly 
that it would have been easy for the Red Army to liberate Warsaw by joining forces with the insurgent 
Poles. It sacrificed them to the Germans instead. Later on, when it entered Warsaw, it “liquidated” the 


remnants of the Polish “resistance”, put the Lublin Committee in its place, and converted Poland into a 
satellite state. 


According to Hagen, the Slovak insurrection was more formidable than was supposed in the western 
world at the time. It was not suppressed until November, 1944. It was planned by the Russians and 
they did what they could to support the insurgents. It failed because it was premature and because the 
Germans used powerful forces against it. Had it succeeded, Czechoslovakia might have been the. first 
- instead of the last European State to become a satellite. 


Hagen is right in stating that the assassination of Heydrich, the German “Protector” of Czecho- 
slovakia, was carried out with the help of the British Secret Service, though he does not state that the 
assassins were flown to the scene of action from England. The deed was not the work of the Czech “re- 
sistance” which was one of the least formidable in Europe (far less formidable than the Slovak). It was 
a useless deed and Lidice was the result. Hagen, incidentally, confirms the report that it was Heydrich 
who forged the documents which provided Stalin with the “evidence” against Tukhachevski. 


The Germans were particularly well-informed about Tito’s plans and movements. They caught one 
of the couriers on his way through Hungary from Moscow to Yugoslavia. They had Tito’s secret code 
and, when he changed it, immediately obtained the new code. They knew of the strict order he gave his 
Partisans to keep the British Mission isolated. (Eastern Approaches, by Brigadier Maclean, who was head 
of the British Mission, proves how successful Tito was: the book is devastatingly superficial, though this 
has not prevented it from being a best-seller in England.) 


In 1943, there was an exchange of prisoners between Tito and the Germans. Thereupon Tito pro- 
posed a local armistice, for his chief concern was not the defeat of Germany but the establishment of a 
Communist dictatorship in Yugoslavia. Neither he, nor Stalin, wanted an Anglo-American invasion of 
the Balkans. At Stalin’s request, he proposed to the Germans that they join forces with the Partisans in 
the event of an Angio-American landing. What Hagen tells us about this proposal is partly borne out by 
Dedijer, in Tito Speaks, published since Hagen’s book appeared, and written in conjunction with Tito him- 
self. When Tito visited Moscow in September, 1944, Stalin asked him what he would do “if the British 
really forced a landing in Yugoslavia”. Tito replied, “We should offer determined resistance.” 


But the proposal for joint action with the Germans came to nothing. Hitler, when asked to give 
his approval, said, “I don’t negotiate with rebels, I shoot them.” 
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YALTA SNAFU 


By WILt1AM HENRY CHAMBERLIN 





“W E SHALL NEVER acquiesce in the enslavement of any people in order to purchase 
fancied gain for ourselves. I shall ask the Congress at a later date to join in 
an appropriate resolution making clear that this government recognize no kind of com- 
mitment contained in secret understandings of the past with foreign governments which 
permit this kind of enslavement.” 

So said President Eisenhower, in his State of the Union message of February 2. 

This loudly applauded statement seemed to portend/a flat denunciation and repudi- 
ation of the Yalta and Potsdam Agreements which had alregdy been attacked severely in 
the Republican Party platform. Eisenhower as a candidate,fast October assured a Polish- 
American delegation of his opposition to Yalta. ? 

But what followed this ringing declaration against the endorsement or condoning of 
enslavement was a pitiful snafu, compounded of timidity, ignorance and interdepartmental 
bungling. The mountain labored and produced a very innocuous mouse. The State De- 
partment submitted to the Senate a resolution that threw all the blame for the conse- 


quences of Yalta on Soviet violations of that agreement. This was bad history, bad logic 
and bad morals. 


For the original Yalta pact, quite irrespective of Soviet violations of its provisions, 
contained some provisions which certainly made for enslavement and which should, there- 
fore, have been repudiated, not indirectly endorsed. For example, the Yalta Agreement, 
as anyone may learn by re-reading it, sanctioned the annexation by the Soviet Union, with- 
out any plebiscite, of almost haif of Poland’s pre-war territory and about one-third of Po- 
land’s pre-war population. If this was not enslavement, considering the total eclipse of 
elementary human rights and liberties for peoples living under Soviet rule, then the word 
has no meaning. ) 

This same Yalta Agreement sanctioned the seizure by Poland of unspecified amounts 
of German territory (emphatically a case where two wrongs do not make a right) and the 
use of German slave labor as “reparations”. If this was not enslavement, then the word 
has no meaning. 

At the same ill-omened conference in the Crimean resort, the American and British 
representatives committed themselves to enforce a kind of fugitive slave law for Stalin’s 
benefit. It was agreed that all Soviet citizens found in the western occupation zones 
should be repatriated, by force if necessary. If this was not enslavement, then the word 


has no meaning. 
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Bias RESOLUTION ON YALTA, censuring the Soviet Government for violations of the 

agreement, but uttering no word of criticism of Roosevelt and Churchill, could well 
have been composed by the Truman-Acheson Administration. A magnificent opportun-. 
ity to redeem, so far as this is possible, a grave political and moral error, to serve notice ise tl 
on the whole world, friends, foes and weak-kneed neutralists alike, that the days of ap- esses 


peasement are over, to fulfill a campaign promise, was muffed with no adequate reason — Nor 


or excuse. man 


Had the resolution been passed in the form proposed by Mr. Dulles, the Eisenhower 
Administration would have been placed in the invidious and ridiculous position of endors- 
ing, by implication, one of the most dishonorable and deservedly unpopular transactions of T 
the bankrupt diplomacy of Franklin D. Roosevelt. Fortunately, Senator Taft blocked ac- 
ceptance by proposing a reservation, that no opinion was implied as to the validity of the 


pact, which was distasteful to the Democrats. Then Stalin died and everyone forgot about att 


the whole affair. - 

wor. 

It is certainly far better to have no resolution on the subject than to have a resolution be r 
which could be construed as placing the seal of Congressional approval on the mutilation 

and partition both of Poland and of Germany, on the exploitation of the vanquished for | to 4 

slave labor, on the denial of the right of asylum to political refugees. kinc 


The Eisenhower Administration missed a most promising opportunity to make its the 
breach with the appeasement policy (which was followed during the war and the first post- Wo 





war years) crystal clear, by not presenting to Congress a resolution calling for lock-stock- 
and-barrel repudiation of Yalta and Potsdam. As the first of these pacts is naturally and |} “™ 
understandably most hateful to Poles and the second to Germans the propaganda effect | 


of such a repudiation abroad and at home would have been excellent. tone 


There is also the consideration that the secret concessions to Stalin at China’s ex- 


pense which were part of the Yalta deal (cession to the Soviet Union of a preferred politi- 
cal, military and economic position in China’s most industrialized region, Manchuria) 
were an important cause of the subsequent conquest of China by the Communists. Man- is 
churia was the base and the arsenal for the successful campaigns of the Communist Rey 
armies. And this was possible because of the Soviet occupation of Manchuria, so fatuously om 
begged and bribed for at Yalta. hor 
And the repudiation could have been placed on a technically unimpeachable ground, Pot 
which has actually been invoked, on occasion, by the Truman Administration. This fut 


is that the Soviet Government itself has destroyed any legal or moral validity the Yalta 
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and Potsdam pacts may have possessed by repeatedly disregarding those provisions of 
the agreements which were considered contrary to Soviet interests. 

For example there was never the slightest move toward implementing the Yalta prom- 
ise that there should be “free and unfettered elections in Poland” or that democratic proc- 
esses would be observed in the east European countries under Soviet military occupation. 
Nor has there been any pretense of observing, in the treatment of the Soviet Zone in Ger- 
many, the Potsdam assurances that democratic parties should be encouraged and that Ger- 


many should be treated as an economic unit. 


WO ARGUMENTS were voiced against a forthright declaration that the Yalta and Pots- 

dam Agreements are null and void, so far as this country is concerned. It was claimed 
that such repudiation would make it possible for the Soviet Union to expel the western 
powers from Berlin and Vienna. And it was argued that Democratic loyalty to Roosevelt 
and Truman would make it impossible to obtain for a resolution condemning their handi- 
work (Roosevelt’s at Yalta and Truman’s at Potsdam) the large majority which would 
be necessary to produce a strong moral effect abroad. 

The first argument cannot be taken seriously. It is both humiliating and unrealistic 
to assume that the United States and the other western powers are in Berlin and Vienna by 
kind permission of the Soviet Union. We are in these cities because, as the experience at 
the time of the blockade of Berlin showed, we cannot be put out without starting a Third 
World War, something the Soviet Government is not yet ready to risk. 

Our moral right to be there is the desire of the legitimate German and Austrian Gov- 
ernments, and of the overwhelming majority of the German and Austrian peoples, that 
we stay until conditions are created for a safe general evacuation of all foreign occupation 
troops. The sooner this point is made clear ia official statements, the better. 

As for the second argument, one wonders how many Democrats, if it came to a show- 
down, would want to go on record as men of Yalta. The very word Yalta, despite elabor- 
ate efforts at whitewashing, is a cussword to the average plain American citizen. 

Roosevelt did not go to Yalta as leader of the Democratic Party. He went as rep- 
resentative of the whole American peorle. He failed the American people, Democrats and 
Republicans alike, by betraying moral principles which are part of the American heritage 
and tradition and by abandoning vital American national interests. One hopes that some- 
how some day Congress will have an opportunity to pronounce a verdict on Yalta and 
Potsdam by voting on a resolution which unequivocally condemns these dishonorable and 
futile appeasement deals. The verdict might well be far more overwhelmingly negative 


than some left-wing commentators suspect. 





T IS A GRAVE error to regard Yalta as something that belongs to history, that has no rela- 
tion to the present. The threat of a revival of the Yalta spirit is always with us. It has 
become greater as a result of the Soviet peace offensive that set in after the death of Stalin, 
This offensive is as phony as the proverbial three-dollar bill. Yet how few trivial ges. 
tures and soft words are needed in order to induce a dangerous letdown of the mood of 
vigilant self-defense in more than one European country! The Economist, of London, re- 
cently packed a wealth of wise criticism into one short sentence: 
“What is surprising and alarming is to see how little has to be said from Moscow 
to obscure the memory of so much that has been done.” 


It is a typical Yalta issue, the handing back of tens of thousands of anti-Communist 
Chinese and North Korean war prisoners to torture, enslavement and death, that has been 
the biggest stumbling block in the Korean armistice negotiations. And the squeeze has 
been put on the United States to consent to dangerous and unworthy compromises in this 
question, to depart from Eisenhower’s recent solemn assurance: 

“We shall never acquiesce in the enslavement of any people in order to purchase 
fancied gains for ourselves.” 

This squeeze has come from Winston Churchill, with his public endorsement of the 
Communist formula for prisoner exchange, from Nehru, whose attitude toward Red China 
has become a synonym for unrealistic weakness and futility, from the corridors of the 
United Nations, where fear has always been stronger of winning the war in Korea than 
of losing it. 

Mr. Churchill seemed to be suggesting the possible pattern of a new Yalta when he 
advocated, in his recent speech in the House of Commons, “‘a conference on the highest 
level between the leading powers . . . confined to the smallest number of persons and 
powers possible. They should meet with a measure of informality and a still greater 
measure of privacy and seclusion.” 

It is curious that a conference of this type should arouse hope and approval when one 
recalls the names, and the dismal results, of four conferences of exactly this type which 
have already occurred: Munich, Teheran, Yalta, Potsdam. The kind of skulduggery that 
can go on behind closed doors when a few men set out to dispose of the fate of the world 
is most vividly and candidly described by Sir Winston himself, in The Hinge of Fate, the 
fifth volume of his chronicle of the war, pp. 361-362. 

With no apparent sense of shame or remorse, Churchill tells how he proposed to a re- 
ceptive Stalin the partition of Poland and the mutilation of Germany, moving matchsticks 
to show how the eastern part of Poland should be handed over to the Soviet Union while 
Poland was to get German territory in the West. 

The American people want no part in such cynical deals with the living bodies of 


nations, past, present or future. 
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